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Dear Sir: 

Inxesponee to the Office Action datedMay 21, 2002, please amend the above- 
referenced application as follows: 




CL 1 



jMTgrc CLAIMS: 



Please add the following new claims 7-11: 
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7 (New) A motor defining an axial direction, the motor comprising: 

a 'plurality of core pairs, each of the core pa** cons^ting of an inner core and 

an outer core, arranged next to each other along the axial diction such that the 

inner cores are in contact with each other; 

a coil wound around each of the core pairs; and 

a case formed from a magnetic material that covers the coils wherein the case 
is Wded to at least the inner cores and the outer cores to form two independent 
magnetic circuits formed by the W cores, the case, and the outer cores; 
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wherein the motor is a stepping motor. 

* * -™w to claim 7 wherein each of the inner cores and 
8. (New) A motor according to ciaun », WUCi °" 

each of the outer cores has teeth-like poles; 

the teeth-Eke poles on the inner cores and the teeth-like poles on the outer 
co.es are alternately disposed to race a rotor magnet of a rotor that is disposed 
inside the plurality of core pairs; and 

the case is commonly affixed to outer circumference secfcons of the mner 
cores and outer cores that form the plurality of core pairs. 

9. (New) A motor according to claim 8, wherein the case is formed from a 
curled thin plate. 

10 (New) A motor according to claim 9, forth* comprising connection 
terminals configured to supply current * the coils connected to the inner cores and 
the outer cores, wherein the case has an arc-shape that defines an opening for the 

connection terminals. 

11 (New) A motor according to claim 10, wherein the arc-shaped case has 
e ,d sections, and the case and the inner cores are welded at welding spots at the 
ett d sections of the arc-shaped case and at a midpoint in the circumferential 
direction between the end sections of the^-shapedcase. 
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REMARKS 



A. application was filed with s* data*. CM*. 1-6 -re rejected in a pnor 
Office Action, but these rejections were traversed in Applicant previous response. 
£L « were rejected again in the most recent Office Action. These ruction, 
are traversed again in this paper, and new claims 7-U are added -elh Cla-ms 1- 
U are thus pending for examination in the appUcation, and ree—Uon and 
reconsideration of the most recent rejections are therefore respect** requested 

The dahns are directed to a novel configuration for an electncal moto, 
pendent Cain, 1 requires that 4. motor have "a plurality of core pairs, eaehof 
the core pairs consist of an inner core and an outer core." The *. further 
Quires "a case formed from a magnetic material that covers the «U whereur *. 
case is welded to at least the imer cores." 

Claim 1 stands rejected as allegedly obvious and unpatentable over 
Hanasumi in view of Talehara. Respectful*, the Examiner has not made out a 
proper pri^a facie case of obviousness in *e Office Action, and recordation and 
withdrawal of this rejection are therefore requested. 

^Applicant argued in his response to the prior Office Action, Hanasum, 
does not teach welding a case specifics* to the inner cores of a motor havmg both 
i^r and outer core, This point was seemingly accepted by the Exammer, because 
the E— attempts in this Office Action to remedy this defioency m 
Hana.umi's teachings by resorting to a second reference -Takehara. 

A prima faoU case of obvious requires the Examiner (a) to .dent* oU 
„ of the claims in the alleged combination of references, and », to.dentt* 
infcrmation in the prior art that would have motivated one of ordinary sbl » the 
art to make the allegedly obvious combination. With respect, the Exsnuner has not 
satisfied either of these in the current rejection. 
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Ha— scribes a ,notor with a — fitted over .nner and outer cores, but 

wAldinsr in Hanazunii, is this: 

Sto ce the cup fa. 4! is formed by press -Mng, its products ~ 

„ high and the cap tends to have a tapered shape. Therefore, the 

inside face of the cyhndrical section comes in insufficient contact wrth 

ft. yokes 31a and 31b to achieve a precise toroue 

pepping angle. Further, an additional assent step, such as 

wiping or welding, is roofed fcr contact of the cup frame w.th the 

yokes. 

(Hanasumi, column 1. Enes 56-63.) 

This passage refers to Fig- 6 of the Hanazunu 
patent. That figure is reproduced here, at right. 
Hanazuxni thus teaches motor configuration that 
includes a pair of yokes 31A and 31B. These yokes 
delude inner cores 34A and 34B, and outer cores 33A 
and 33B. A case (cup frame 41A) is fitted over these 
cores, and held in contact with the yokes by "cramping 
[sic, crimping?] or welding." Hanazumi does not 
specify, though, where the cup frame is cramped, 
crimped, or welded to the yokes. In particular, 
Hanazumi does not teach that the cup should be 
welded specifically to the inner cores, as independent 

claim 1 requires, 

Hanazumi's deficiency is not remedied by 
Takehara. Regard Takehaxa, the Examiner alleges the Mowing: 

Takebaxa discloses that the arc-shaped case (2) has end sevens, 
and the case (2) and the vnner cores (3) axe welded at welding spots : at 
ft, end sections of the arc-shaped case (2) and at a midpomt » the 
^.inferential direction between the end sections of the arc-shaped 
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^ (2) . Taiga's invention has the purpose of simplifying the 

^ufecturing of the motor. ^ 

It would have been obvious at the time the inve 
to modify the motor of Hanazumi - * and provide it with [the] 
wcl4 ing confix disclosed h y Takehara for the purpose of 
simplifying the manufacturing of the motor. 

Office Action, at page 8. 

This passage from the Office Action 
i, potentially misleading or factually 
incorrect in at least two respects. First, the 
motor cores in the Takehara reference are 

not "inner" cores, at least not in the sense 

that term is used in Applicant's claims. 

Takehara'e motor cores are depicted, e.g., 

in Takehara's Fig. 1, wbich "P^ 8 nere ' 

^ *t the claims the W cores are distinguished from other, "outer" cores, 
•th «Z TLr cores, spectfcaUy, heing ioined hy a weld to the electncaHy 
* £Z case The motor cores fpole pieces^ 3 in Takehara are disposed 
conductive outer case. I rea sonable to call these cores 

^ a case Center cylinder*) . .» * - P« P 

W cores on that basis. There are no othei, outer- cores 
^IrJno teaching in the patent that, between the inner and 

^iTu welded specifically to at Uast the inner ceres. Takehara thus fans * 
^riacbT for I limitation of cUim 1 that is not satisfied by Hanazumi s 
V Z ^^ald^amine^anegationofobviousnessmustfanfor that reason alone 

n^f L Takehara patent did teach weiding ^ (as 
. to a case there would still be no motivation to combine this teaching wth that 
I,!! S»* - a motor covered by Applicant, claim , Kecall that Hanasom. 
^s a motor with inner and outer cores, and that -an additional assembly step 
rLcrampingorwelding, is re^edfor contact of the cup frame (case, with the 
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. „artr - but not that the case should be welded 
yokes (of which the cores are a part) 

The Exanuner ^^^H^^^provideit with [the) 
^tionwaemadetomod^the^ ^ fc 

-* pro t — at ^ *• sh<mia be ^ ft 

*" "* 9PeC,fr r rthat the weld should be provided at the inner cores, 
thin,, any * m ^ ^ ^ weldtag 

IZZ l\Z — - — - Takehara with Hanazumi ^ 

with claim 1 must fail to that reason as well. 

The Bsaminer states in the Office Action that: 

Urrins to claims W, no patentable wei*. has been pven to 

Ae method of manufacturing — """"f r T„1 
product-by-procees claims are limited by and denned by ^ 
piss determination of patentability is based on the P™*«* 
C Intabihty of a product does not depend on its method. 
Action. if the product in the products-process da,m . the *~ 
Tor obvious from a product of the pr.or art, the claim is unpatentab* 
,ven though the prior product was made byadiflerent process. 

abstract submits that «. principai ^^^^ 

1 includes a limitation that requires that the case is w 
case. Clam 1 deludes ExamWs 8Uggest ion, this is not a product-by- 

the inner cores." Contrary to the Examines gg 
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procese limitation. Granted, - of the term Welded" a, M imphes to a, son. 
It someone or — must ^ performed a. ac*,n 

& r example, at least implies to. — a*ency — Have al^ed torn. C^a 
Mdta that toner and outer core, are "arrayed next to each other" - nnplyrng 
must have arrant ton, that way - and tot "a coil [is] wound 
" oh of the core pair," - which at least su gS eats that someone must have 
lid the co* around to core pairs. None of these are proper 
stations, however, at laast not in to sense tot tot tern, » used and apphed » 
to ease V the Examiner relies on in support of Me rejection. 

Even erantto* for to sake of discussion tot AppUcanfs wel^g h— 
^ht he a product-by-process limitation. The Examiner has «* erred to he 

X where a prior art product is to same as the claimed product or so*. ^ 
JL it obvious. As described more fully above, to Exannner has not here 
r^d any combination of prior art tot would yield an assembly to same as 
C of JZ !, and none tot would maUe such an assembly obv.ua to one o, 

ordinary skill in the art, 

"pphcant submit* therefore, and with due respect, that the Examiner has 
fcOea to mate out to reouisite prima frd. case of obviousness with respec «o 
S- ! in particular, to Examiner has not identified prior art tot dudoses all of 
Thmitations of to claim to ouestio, and to Examiner has not townany 
motivation, within to prior art itself, that would have led one of 
th. art to make to combination tot to Examiner suggests. Apphcant therefore 
respectfully reouest* tot the reiection of claim ! be withdrawn and a no.ce of 
allowance issued without further delay. 

T^^the claim * 
process of Claim 1," where claim 1 was a method claim written m dep 
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Claims 2-6 all depend in some way from claim 1, and those claims should 
thus all be allowable for the same reasons as those discussed immediately above in 

connection with that claim. 

Claims 7-11 axe added in this paper. Claim 7 is an independent claim, with 
claims 8-11 all depending in some way from it. New claim 7 includes a limitation 
substantially the same as that discussed above in connection with claim 1 - that 
"the case is welded to at least the inner cores" of a motor having both inner and 
outer cores. Independent claim 7 and dependent claims 8-11 should thus be 
allowable over the cited art, and the prompt allowance of those claims is therefore 
respectfully requested. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the application is in 
condition for allowance. Reexamination and reconsideration of the application, as 

amended, are requested. 

If for any reason the Examiner finds the application other than in condition 
for allowance, the Examiner is requested to call the undersigned attorney at the Los 
Angeles, California telephone number (213) 337-6711 to discuss the steps necessary 
for placing the application in condition for allowance. 

If there are any fees due in connection with the filing of this response, please 
charge the fees to our Deposit Account No. 50-1314. 

Respectfully submitted, 
HOGAN & HARTSON LX.P. 



Date: August 21, 2002 



500 South Grand Avenue, Suite 1900 
Los Angeles, California 90071 
Phone: 213-337-6700 
Pax: 213-337-6701 



By; 




Michael L. Crapenhoft 
Registration No. 37,115 
Attorney for Applicant 
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